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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant is required to cancel the non-elected claims 21 and 22. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the programmable logic device and 
field programmable gate array in the claims 15-16 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from 
the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment 
of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. 
The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a 
drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement 
sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes 
made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional 
replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. The 
replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 
1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted 
by the examiner, the appUcant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Objections 

3. Claim 1 recites the limitation "a circuit arrangement" and "a first circuit arrangement" in 
preamble. It is recommended to use "a first circuit arrangement" and "a second circuit 
arrangement" to avoid any confusion between these two circuit arrangements. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which appUcant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "a programmable device" on line 9. There is sufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claims 2-20 are rejected because they 
incorporate claim I's limitations. 

Claims 15 and 16 recite the limitations of "the programmable device". It is not clear 
which programmable device of claim 1 that claims 15 and 16 are referring to. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966),.that are apphed for estabUshing a background for determining obviousness under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Detennining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3 . Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 1-14, 18-20, and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ohashi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,708,069) in view of the admitted prior art. 

Referring to claim 1: Ohashi discloses a circuit arrangement (structure 205 in figures 2 
and 3) for interfacing a first circuit arrangement (structures 201, 202, 203, and 204 in figure 2) 
with a bus functioning in accordance with a bus protocol, comprising a bus interface circuit 
(figure 3, where the structure 205 interface with structures 206 and 100) having a port arranged 
to be coupled to the bus, a bus processing block (figure 3, structures 304, 3031, 3032, 3033, 
3021, 3022, and 3023) coupled to the bus interface circuit, the bus processing block implemented 
with a programmable device (figure 3, structure 304) and configured to perform selected 
processing in response to selected bus messages; and a filter circuit (the means to compare the 
message as stated in column 7, last line, column 8, lines 1-4, comparing the message-sending 
condition- identifying portions) coupled to the bus interface circuit and to the bus processing 
block, the filter circuit implemented with a programmable device (column 7, last line, column 8, 
lines 1-4, conparing the message-sending condition- identifying portions) and configured to 
direct bus messages to a selected one of the bus interface circuit and the bus process (either go 
through or bypass the control parts, structures 304, 3031, 3032, 3033, 3021, 3022, and 3023). 



Application/Control Number: 09/915,510 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2111 

Although Ohashi does not disclose separate physical structures for the bus interface 
circuit and filter circuit, both MPEP and court have held that forming in one piece an article 
which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together, and constructing a formerly 
integral structure in various elements involve only routine skill in the art (MPEP 2144, Howard 
V. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164, Nerwin v. ErUchman, 168 USPQ 177, 179). 

Ohashi does not exphcitly disclose the physical and link layers. The disclosed prior art 
(Application, page 2) discloses that the physical and link layers are known to the bus 
communication. Hence, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer 
art at the time Applicant made the invention to adapt the teaching of physical, link layers, and 
separating a formerly integral structure to Ohashi because the physical and link layers are the 
fundamental practice for the bus communication, and the MPEP and court have held that 
constructing a formerly integral structure in various elements involve only routine skill in the art. 

Referring to claim 2: Ohashi discloses that the fiher circuit is configured to direct bus 
messages to a selected one of the bus interface circuit and the bus processing block in response 
to at least one of a bus operation code, an address, and initiator identification code in each of the 
bus messages (column 7, last line, column 8, lines 1-4). 

Referring to claim 3 : As stated in the claim I's argument, Ohashi discloses a filter circuit 
coupled to the bus interface circuit and to the bus processing block, but Ohashi' s does not 
explicit disclose the filter circuit receives messages fi-om the first circuit arrangement, Ohashi 
discloses that the filter circuit receives the messages from the exterior bus (figure 3, structure 
100). Although Ohashi does not explicitly disclose an interior filter circuit, both MPEP and 
court have held that rearrangement of parts and duplication of parts only involve routine skill in 
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the art (MPEP 2144, St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8, In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70). 
Hence, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer art at the time 
Applicant made the invention because it only involves routine skill in the art to duplicate the 
Ohashi's filter circuit for both interior bus and exterior bus or arrange Ohashi's fiher circuit fi-om 
exterior bus to interior bus. 

Referring to claim 5: Ohashi does not expUcitly disclose a cache and a translation look- 
aside buffer (TLB) that maps virtual addresses to physical addresses of data stored in the cache, 
the TLB further including a flag with a selected value for selected areas of memory, and the 
interior filter circuit is coupled to the TLB and further configured to directed selected bus 
messages to the bus processing block responsive to the value of the flag in the TLB. The prior 
art (Application, page 2) discloses that it is known that the semantics layer observes the 
transmitting operations and forwards information to the blocks in the cache. 

Referring to claim 7: Ohashi discloses the CAM (figure 3, structures 301 and 305) and 
values representing selected address range (figure 3, structures 3021, 3022, and 3023), and 
Ohashi discloses comparing the address of the message (column 4, Unes 35-50). 

Referring to claim 8: Claim 7's argument appUes, furthermore, the prior art discloses that 
it is known to select messages based on the operation types (Application, page 2). 

Referring to claim 9: Ohashi discloses the CAM (figure 3, structures 301 and 305) and 
values representing selected address range (figure 3, structures 3021, 3022, and 3023), and 
Ohashi discloses comparing the address of the message (column 4, hues 35-50). Furthermore, 
the prior art discloses that it is known to select messages based on the operation types 
(Application, page 2). 
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Referring to claims 10-1 1 : As stated in the claim 1 's argument, Ohashi discloses a filter 
circuit coupled to the bus interface circuit and to the bus processing block, and the filter circuit 
receives messages from the exterior bus (figure 3, structure 100). 

Referring to claim 12: Ohashi discloses the CAM (figure 3, structures 301 and 305) and 
values representing selected address range (figure 3, structures 3021, 3022, and 3023), and 
Ohashi discloses comparing the address of the message (column 4, lines 35-50). 

Referring to claim 13: Claim 7's argument applies, furthermore, the prior art discloses 
that it is known to select messages based on the operation types (Application, page 2). 

Referring to claim 14: Ohashi discloses the CAM (figure 3, structures 301 and 305) and 
values representing selected address range (figure 3, structures 3021, 3022, and 3023), and 
Ohashi discloses comparing the address of the message (column 4, Unes 35-50). Furthermore, 
the prior art discloses that it is knov^n to select messages based on the operation types 
(Application, page 2). 

Referring to claim 18: Ohashi' s processing block is configured to receive bus messages 
from the bus without interruption of the first circuit arrangement (figures 2-3). 

Referring to claim 19: Ohashi discloses the RAM (figure 2, structure 203) but not within 
the processing block. Ohashi discloses memory (figure 3, structures 301 and 305) coupled to the 
bus-processing block, which is the RAM. 

Referring to claim 20: Ohashi' s circuit transmits the message to the bus (figure 3 structure 
206), thus, it initiates transmission of bus message over the bus via the bus interface circuit. 

Referring to claim 23: Ohashi discloses a circuit arrangement (structure 205 in figures 2 
and 3) for interfacing a first circuit arrangement (structures 201, 202, 203, and 204 in figure 2) 
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with a bus functioning in accordance with a bus protocol, con^rising a bus interface circuit 
(figure 3, where the structure 205 interface with structures 206 and 100) having a port arranged 
to be coupled to the bus, a bus processing block (figure 3, structures 304, 303 1, 3032, 3033, 
3021, 3022, and 3023) coupled to the bus interface circuit, the bus processing block implemented 
with a programmable device (figure 3, structure 304) and configured to perform selected 
processing in response to selected bus messages; and a filter circuit (the means to compare the 
message as stated in column 7, last line, column 8, lines 1-4, comparing the message-sending 
condition-identifying portions) coupled to the bus interface circuit and to the bus processing 
block, the filter circuit implemented with a programmable device (column 7, last line, column 8, 
lines 1-4, comparing the message-sending condition-identifying portions) and configured to 
direct bus messages to a selected one of the bus interface circuit and the bus process (either go 
through or bypass the control parts, structures 304, 3031, 3032, 3033, 3021, 3022, and 3023), 
which is the first class and the second class of bus messages. 

Although Ohashi does not disclose separate physical structures for the bus interface 
circuit and filter circuit, both MPEP and court have held that forming in one piece an article 
which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together, and constructing a formerly 
integral structure in various elements involve only routine skill in the art (MPEP 2144, Howard 
V. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164, Nerwin v. ErUchman, 168 USPQ 177, 179). 
Ohashi discloses a filter circuit coupled to the bus interface circuit and to the bus processing 
block, but Ohashi's does not exphcit disclose the filter circuit receives messages fi-om the first 
circuit arrangement. 
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Ohashi discloses that the fiher circuit receives the messages from the exterior bus (figure 
3, structure 100). Although Ohashi does not explicitly disclose an interior fiher circuit, both 
MPEP and court have held that rearrangement of parts and dupUcation of parts only involve 
routine skill in the art (MPEP 2144, St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8, In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70). Hence, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
computer art at the time Applicant made the invention because it only involves routine skill in 
the art to duplicate the Ohashi 's filter circuit for both interior bus and exterior bus or arrange 
Ohashi' s filter circuit from exterior bus to interior bus. 

Ohashi does not explicitly disclose the physical and Unk layers. The disclosed prior art 
discloses that the physical and link layers are known to the bus communication. Hence, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer art at the time Applicant made 
the invention to adapt the teaching of physical, link layers, and separating a formerly integral 
structure to Ohashi because the physical and link layers are the fundamental practice for the bus 
communication, and the MPEP and court have held that constructing a formerly integral 
structure in various elements involve only routine skill in the art- 
Referring to claim 24: Ohashi discloses a programmable filter (the means to compare the 
message as stated in column 7, last line, column 8, lines 1-4, comparing the message-sending 
condition- identifying portions). 

Referring to claim 25: Ohashi discloses a circuit arrangement (structure 205 in figures 2 
and 3) for interfacing a first circuit arrangement (structures 201, 202, 203, and 204 in figure 2) 
with a bus functioning in accordance with a bus protocol, comprising a bus interface circuit 
(figure 3, where the structure 205 interface with structures 206 and 100) having a port arranged 
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to be coupled to the bus, a bus processing block (figure 3, structures 304, 3031, 3032, 3033, 
3021, 3022, and 3023) coupled to the bus interface circuit, the bus processing block implemented 
with a programmable device (figure 3, structure 304) and configxxred to perform selected 
processing in response to selected bus messages; and a fiher circuit (the means to conpare the 
message as stated in column 7, last line, column 8, lines 1-4, comparing the message-sending 
condition-identifying portions) coupled to the bus interface circuit and to the bus processing 
block, the filter circuit implemented with a programmable device (column 7, last line, column 8, 
lines 1-4, comparing the message-sending condition-identifying portions) and configured to 
direct bus messages to a selected one of the bus interface circuit and the bus process (either go 
through or bypass the control parts, structures 304, 3031, 3032, 3033, 3021, 3022, and 3023), 
which is the first class and the second class of bus messages. 

Although Ohashi does not disclose separate physical structures for the bus interface 
circuit and filter circuit, both MPEP and court have held that forming in one piece an article 
which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together, and constructing a formerly 
integral structure in various elements involve only routine skill in the art (MPEP 2144, Howard 
V. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164, Nerwin v. ErUchman, 168 USPQ 177, 179). 
Ohashi discloses a filter circuit coupled to the bus interface circuit and to the bus processing 
block, but Ohashi 's does not explicit disclose the filter circuit receives messages from the first 
circuit arrangement. 

Ohashi discloses that the filter circuit receives the messages fi-om the exterior bus (figure 
3, structure 100). Although Ohashi does not exphcitly disclose an interior filter circuit, both 
MPEP and court have held that rearrangement of parts and dupUcation of parts only involve 
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routine skill in the art (MPEP 2144, St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8, In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70). Hence, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
computer art at the time Applicant made the invention because it only involves routine skill in 
the art to duplicate the Ohashi's filter circuit for both interior bus and exterior bus or arrange 
Ohashi's filter circuit from exterior bus to interior bus. 

Ohashi does not explicitly disclose the physical and link layers. The disclosed prior art 
discloses that the physical and link layers are known to the bus communication. Hence, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer art at the time Applicant made 
the invention to adapt the teaching of physical, link layers, and separating a formerly integral 
structure to Ohashi because the physical and link layers are the fundamental practice for the bus 
communication, and the MPEP and court have held that constructing a formerly integral 
structure in various elements involve only routine skill in the art. 

9. Claims 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ohashi 
view of the admitted prior art, and in further view of Kelly (U.S. Patent No. 5,734,872). 

Referring to claims 15-16: Ohashi does not expUcitly disclose a field programmable gate 
array. Kelly discloses that the field programmable gate array is a common practice in the 
computer field to interconnect CPU (figure 1). Thus, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the computer art to adapt Kelly's teaching to Ohashi because Kelly teaches one 
to improve the performance by employing FPGA to perform any pre-processing for the CPU. 
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10. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ohashi view of 
the admitted prior art, and in further view of Kardach et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,560,001). 

Referring to claim 17: Ohashi does not disclose a microcode engine. Kardach teaches 
that it is known to employ a microcode engine to respond to an external request and to execute a 
sequence of steps. Hence, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
computer art to adapt Kardach' s teaching to Ohashi because Kardach teaches one to improve the 
performance by employing a microcode engine to perform any pre-processing for the CPU. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 4 and 6 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior arts on record do not disclose or teach the notification data provided to the bus 
processing block. 
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Conclusion 



12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin I. King whose telephone number is 703-305-4571 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 9:00 am to 5:00 pra 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Rinehart can be reached on 703-308-3 1 10. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Pubhc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




XUAN M.THAI 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 




